Abstract: This study attempts to investigate the influence of accounting expertise in the AC on the level of accrual earnings management (AEM) in Malaysian firms by using two proxies, the Modified Jones Models by Dechow et al. (1995) and Kasznik (1999) . A sample of 143 firms with slight positive earnings were selected from the Bursa Malaysia Main Market for 2013, 2014 and 2015. Using panel data regression, this study shows that accounting expertise in the AC does not mitigate AEM. The accounting expertise of the AC directors and chairman and the AC's balanced accounting expertise have a positive relationship with attitude for AEM. In line with prior studies, this paper concludes that AC directors are either not truly independent or do not have time or energy to mitigate earnings management practices. Thus, more policies are needed to strengthen the independence of the AC and ensure the members carry out their duties more responsibly.
Introduction
Regulators, investors and the financial community have been paying more attention to the issue of financial scandals as well as financial statement fraud following the many corporate scandals of big companies (e.g., Enron Corporation and WorldCom) (Erickson, Hanlon, & Maydew, 2006; Rezaee, 2005) . Accordingly, and Vladu (2015) mentioned that several previous accounting scandals have brought to light the issue of earnings management (EM). In this regard, some scholars and researchers have argued that one of the main reasons for accounting scandals is related to EM (Magrath & Weld, 2002; Rezaee, 2005) .
The alleged fraudulent listed firms in Malaysia have aggressively used EM prior to the alleged fraud year (Hasnan, Abdul-Rahman, & Mahenthiran, 2013; Sulaiman, Danbatta, & Rahman, 2014) and continue to smoothen their earnings in the years subsequent to the alleged fraud year (Sulaiman et al., 2014) . It has been found that EM is significantly and positively related to the occurrences of fraudulent financial reporting (Hasnan et al., 2013) . This is in line with the argument of Perols & Lougee (2011) , who documented a positive relationship between prior year EM and fraud in US firms. Thus, firms that have previously used EM are more likely to commit fraud, and using EM motivates managers to continue to commit fraud practices in future rather than manage the earnings (Perols & Lougee, 2011; Sulaiman et al., 2014) .
In Asian corporations, the most important issue of governance is family ownership/control. Specifically, this refers to the alignment of conflicts of interest between the majority shareholders, family owners and the minority shareholders (Cheung & Chan, 2004; Claessens & Fan, 2002) . This is because the majority shareholders may be involved in management or dominate the management's decisions. Consequently, the nature of the agency problem shifts from conflicts of interest between manager and shareholder (type I agency problem) to controlling ownership (the owner who is often also the manager) and the minority shareholders (type II agency problem) (Cheung & Chan, 2004; Claessens & Fan, 2002) .
Essentially, the audit committee (AC) is given greater responsibility to monitor and resolve the problem of conflict of interest and EM in a company. Xie, Davidson, & DaDalt (2003) argued that an efficient, effective and structured AC would directly have a bigger role in monitoring EM. They added that one of the main functions of the AC in a firm is to control financial reporting as well as to monitor the firm's financial performance. However, it is also argued that three or four AC members in a committee cannot be sufficient for overseeing the functions of internal as well as external audit (Burns, 2004) .
From the Malaysian perspective, Abdul-Rahman & Ali (2006) argued that the AC has yet to attain a more effective monitoring role. Similarly, Chandrasegaram, Rahimansa, Rahman, Abdullah, & Mat (2013) contended that the AC is not effective in controlling the level of EM even in firms that have properly implemented the Malaysian Code of Corporate Governance (MCCG) . Although the extent of the AC's independence has increased post-MCCG (2007), but its role is still questionable (Mohammad et al., 2016) . It seems that the independent directors are not effective in the implementation of their supervisory functions (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006) and they do seem to be helping in constraining EM due to the lack of financial sophistication and expertise (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006; Hashim & Devi, 2008) , or due to their connection to the firms (Mohammad et al., 2016) . In this regard, prior studies have not established a decisive relationship between EM and AC mechanisms. Chandrasegaram et al. (2013) suggested this issue be investigated further in future. In addition, there is a need for investigating other potentially
The most important types of EM are: (i) accrual earnings management (AEM); and (ii) real earnings management (REM). AEM is the earnings manipulation by managers via accounting estimates and methods, without any direct impact on cash flow, while REM is the manipulation of earnings by managers through operational activities, which has direct effects on cash flow (Enomoto, Kimura, & Yamaguchi, 2015; Lo, 2007; Roychowdhury, 2006; Sun, Lan, & Liu, 2014) . Indeed, accrual accounting enhances the ability of earnings to reveal firm performance and hence, establish high quality and sound financial reporting. However, Dechow (1994) observed that in some aspects, the use of accruals would bring about new issues, such as EM, by which the managers can mostly exercise some of their preferences with regards to the recognition of accruals.
Actually, there are many ways by which managers can use judgment in financial reporting. For instance, judgment is necessary to estimate the number of economic events in the future, to manage working capital and to decide how to organize the transactions for companies (Fields, Lys, & Vincent, 2001; Healy & Wahlen, 1999) . Managers must also choose among acceptable methods for depreciation, such as the accelerated or straightline depreciation as well as inventory valuation methods, such as the Last In, First Out; First In, Last Out or weighted-average inventory valuation methods (Healy & Wahlen, 1999) .
Generally, EM occurs when people exploit the flexibility in accounting principles (Fields et al., 2001; Jiraporn, Miller, Yoon, & Kim, 2008; Levitt, 1998) to manage earnings, which is very difficult for outsiders to detect (Magrath & Weld, 2002) . In line with this, Healy & Wahlen (1999, p. 368) stated that: "Earnings management occurs when managers use judgment in financial reporting and in structuring transactions to alter financial reports to either mislead some stakeholders about the underlying economic performance of the company or to influence contractual outcomes that depend on reported accounting numbers". However, some scholars have argued that EM may have an efficient effect on firm value that will be beneficial for majority and minority shareholders. Chandren (2016) argued that through firm performance, it can be easy to classify whether the EM is efficient or opportunistic. Similarly, Jiraporn et al. (2008) found that EM is not detrimental to firm value; in fact, it is positively related to firm value. Also, Gunny (2010) supported the notion that manipulating earnings is not opportunistic; he found that using REM to just meet earnings benchmarks is significantly and positively related to the firm's future performance. In line with this, Chandren, Ahmad, and Ali (2015b) found that accretive share buyback (the proxy for REM) has a positive effect on share price return. Likewise, Chandren, Ahmad, and Ali (2017) found that accretive share buyback is significantly and positively related to the long-term performance of the firm.
Indeed, there is a thin line of difference between EM and fraud (Rosner, 2003) , as it is argued that there is "a grey area between legitimacy and outright fraud" (Levitt, 1998) . Importantly, the literature defines both "EM" and "fraud", as subsets of "earnings manipulation" (Dechow, Sloan, & Sweeney, 1996) . Both of them refer to different techniques used by managers to achieve the desired earnings (Rosner, 2003) . Therefore, because earnings manipulation through violations of Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) incurs potential legal costs, it can be prevented through earnings manipulation within the provisions of the GAAP (Dechow et al., 1996) . In essence, EM will mislead the users of financial reporting. In addition, it is difficult to determine the reasons managers engage in EM, i.e., whether it is to increase the shareholders' interest or their own, since firm performance is a common method used for evaluating and remunerating the managers. Even though EM will be beneficial to shareholders, it may also affect the shareholders themselves in case they want to invest in other firms as they may suspect the other firms are also doing the same thing. Thus, EM among firms will reduce the confidence of shareholders as they may become potential investors in other firms to diversify their investment portfolio.
Corporate governance in Malaysia
Several circumstances in Malaysia, such as the publicized local financial failures, for example, the Perwaja Steel Company in the middle of 1990s, led to the need for good CG (Ow-Yong & Kooi-Guan, 2000) . The swift economic meltdown of Malaysia in mid-1997 clearly showed the effect of poor CG in the country (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006; OwYong & Kooi-Guan, 2000) , Companies experienced a lack of accountability, transparency, disclosure and weak financial structure (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006) . This situation led to the immediate establishment of a strong Finance Committee on Corporate Governance which was given the task to extensively revise and reform Malaysian's CG (Ow-Yong & Kooi-Guan, 2000) .
The MCCG (2000) first issued in March 2000 made an important move to reform CG practices. This Code played a significant role in guiding board members by clearly describing their responsibilities and the need for the board to control the company (MCCG, 2000) . To further reiterate, the MCCG (2000) required that the AC should comprise at least three directors of which, the majority are independent. In addition, the committee must have written terms of reference which explain clearly the duties and authority of the members. Furthermore, the AC chairman must be an independent nonexecutive director. However, it did not prevent the executive directors from becoming a member of the AC.
The Securities Commission (SC) of Malaysia in 2007 reviewed the MCCG version of 2000 and subsequently issued the new MCCG in 2007 to develop the board and annual report quality of public listed companies. This was to be achieved by setting the required qualification of directors to strengthen the AC and the internal audit function of all listed companies (MCCG, 2007) . The major amendment to the AC is its strengthening to ensure that the AC can perform its duties and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. The revised version clearly describes the criteria for selecting and appointing AC members, AC composition, AC meetings and the frequency of AC meetings. For instance, there is a need for the AC to include fully non-executive directors in its composition. Moreover, it is also mandated that the selected members must be able to read, analyze and even interpret the firm's financial statement so as to make them capable of executing their duties more effectively. The modified Code also increased the number of meetings with external auditors. From the above discussion, it shows the commitment of the Malaysian government to establish an effective CG framework by ensuring a favorable business environment in the country. These would directly influence firms' financial reporting quality and performance. At the same time, this indicates that either the Code is still imperfect or it is difficult to apply due to the difference in culture among Malaysian firms.
Theoretical background and development of hypotheses

Audit committee directors' accounting expertise
Under the agency theory, it is claimed that an AC with expert directors, is an effective device for decision control. From the resource dependence perspective, a direct reference is made to the directors' ability to attract resources to the company. Thus, integration of both the agency and resource dependence perspectives is crucial (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003) . Indeed, the process of preparing financial reporting needs a high knowledge of the technical methods and accounting standards. Thus, the AC must comprise members who have accounting expertise and/or relevant financial expertise to fulfil their oversight functions of the corporate accounting process and financial reporting and control (Blue Ribbon, 1999) . The members of AC, especially those with accounting expertise, can communicate more effectively with managers, monitor the external auditors (Chang & Sun, 2010) and improve financial reporting quality (McDaniel, Martin, & Maines, 2002) .
Given the AC functions, the suitable definition of a financial expert is a person who has an accounting education background or accounting experience (Chang & Sun, 2010 Regulators in many countries require that the AC should comprise at least one member who has accounting and auditing expertise, such as in Russia, Austria and China; while others require all the members of the AC to have a relevant background and knowledge or experience in the areas of accounting, auditing and finance, such as in India, Slovakia, Mauritius and the Philippines. In the context of Malaysia, "all members of the audit committee should be financially literate and at least one should be a member of an accounting association or body" (MCCG, 2007, p. 14) . Davidson, Xie, & Xu (2004) suggested that an increase in the number of members of the AC with financial expertise will increase shareholder value, while new directors who have financial expertise will have a significantly positive relationship with the price of company stock. Abernathy, Herrmann, Kang, & Krishnan (2013) found that there is a significant association between AC members with financial accounting expertise and analyst earnings forecasts.
Regarding EM, it has been found that AC members with either financial or corporate background reduce EM practices (Xie et al., 2003) . The financial literacy and the independence of the AC members serve as mitigation of opportunistic behavior (Choi, Han, & Lee, 2014) . Previous studies have investigated the influence of financial expertise in the AC on the attitude of managers to engage in EM. In developed countries, most studies have found a significantly negative relationship between AC financial expertise and EM (Bédard, Chtourou, & Courteau, 2004; Carcello et al., 2006; Chang & Sun, 2010) . However, Sun et al. (2014) Indeed, ACDAE has a major effect on the attitude of managers toward manipulation of earnings because of several reasons. First, ACDAE will force managers to follow ethics in preparing the financial report. Moreover, ACDAE is likely to be more effective in situations involving questionable financial reporting. Second, ACDAE may likely has longer meetings with the chief internal auditor (Raghunandan, Rama, & Read, 2001 ), due to ease of communication and ability to ask the correct questions. Third, ACDAE may help internal auditors to contribute more effectively to the external audit (Zain, Subramaniam, & Stewart, 2006) . Fourth, ACDAE effectively review the internal audit proposals and internal auditing results (Raghunandan et al., 2001) . Thus, in line with the agency and resource dependence theories, the following hypothesis is presented:
1 : There is a negative relationship between audit committee directors' accounting expertise (ACDAE) and EM.
Audit committee chairman's accounting expertise
The effectiveness of the AC critically depends on the role of its chairman (MCCG Draft, 2016) . The AC chairman has the greatest responsibility in monitoring the firm's financial reporting and any fraud that occurs (Schmidt & Wilkins, 2013) . The AC chairman plays a central role in providing leadership, setting and managing the agenda of the committee (MCCG Draft, 2016) . Thus, the AC chairman has the responsibility to ensure the proper Accounting expertise in the audit committee and earnings management (Bédard & Gendron, 2010; Tanyi & Smith, 2014) .
Most of regulators in countries, such as in Spain, Germany, and Bosnia and Herzegovina, require that the AC chairman must have accounting expertise or relevant work experience. However, it is surprising that this recommendation has not been approved by MCCG 2017, although it is provided for in the MCCG Draft (2016, p. 18). Furthermore, previous studies have highlighted the issue of AC financial expertise. For instance, in developed countries (Bédard et al., 2004; Carcello et al., 2006; Chang & Sun, 2010; Sun et al., 2014) ; developing countries (Choi et al., 2004; Soliman & Ragab, 2014) ; and in the context of Malaysia (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006; Ishak et al., 2011; Mansor et al., 2013; Saleh et al., 2007) . However, the issue of ACCAE has not been fully highlighted in the previous literature. Schmidt & Wilkins (2013) found that firms that have an ACCAE provide the timeliest disclosures. ACCAE is negatively and significantly associated with shorter restatement dark periods. Abernathy, Beyer, Masli, & Stefaniak (2014) provided only weak evidence that ACCAE is associated with financial reporting timeliness. However, they categorized the ACCAE into: (i) public accounting expertise, which is significantly and negatively associated with financial reporting timeliness; and (ii) CFO expertise, which is not associated with financial reporting timeliness.
Regarding EM, Azni Suhaily (2010) found an insignificant relationship between the chairman of the AC with either financial expertise or who is a former senior auditor and AEM. Importantly, the finding of Azni Suhaily (2010) is not considered as conclusive evidence due to the limited number of companies included in his study and the selection of only one year. However, Al-Rassas & Kamardin (2015) found a significantly positive relationship between AC chairman who is a senior or former audit partner and AEM using the Modified Jones Model (MJM) by Dechow et al. (1995) but not significant with the MJM by Yoon et al. (2006) . Thus, based on the agency and resource dependence theories, the following hypothesis is presented:
2 : There is a negative relationship between audit committee chairman's accounting expertise (ACCAE) and EM.
Audit committee's balanced accounting expertise
As explained earlier, AC with expert directors, is an effective device to monitor and supervise management behavior. Previous studies have examined the influence of accounting expertise in the AC on EM by using different proxies. For instance, proportion of directors with accounting expertise (e.g., Sun et al., 2014) ; number of directors with accounting expertise (e.g., Ishak et al., 2011) ; and dummy variable, "1 if the AC has accounting experts, 0 otherwise" (e.g., AbdulRahman & Ali, 2006) or "1 if the AC has an accounting financial expert, 0 otherwise" (e.g., Mansor et al., 2013) . However, ACBAE has not been examined by previous studies.
This study expects that the AC chairman with accounting expertise plays a critical role in monitoring management's opportunistic behavior. However, there is a need for at least one member in the AC to have accounting expertise to interact with the AC chairman's accounting expertise to enhance the effectiveness of the AC. In other words, an AC chairman with accounting expertise will make the right decision if he or she gets the support from at least one member in the AC who has accounting expertise. Accordingly, it is recommended by the SCCG (2012) that the AC should have at least two members who have a current and relevant accounting or related financial management experience, including the AC Chairman. An AC that consists of at least two members who possess accounting expertise, i.e., the chairman and at least one member, will enhance monitoring and ensure high financial reporting quality.
In addition, the interaction of the chairman and at least one member in the AC who has accounting expertise may reduce the domination of one member over the others. The AC chairman with accounting expertise, in some cases, may dominate the AC if there is no member with accounting expertise in the AC or vice versa. This is especially so in countries with high ownership concentration, where they attempt to dominate either the AC chairman or AC members. Thus, based on the agency and resource dependence theories and the above discussion, the following hypothesis is presented: The reason for choosing this sample is that annual losses (before being managed) are among the important items which are likely to be viewed by stakeholders of firms. Consequently, managers are likely to be more motivated to avoid reporting annual losses (Campa, 2015; Mohd Saleh et al., 2005; Roychowdhury, 2006) . However, seven companies were excluded in the data collected because of the lack of complete data and having no records of up to eight observations. The sample of the firms selected is 143 for the period of three years (2013, 2014 and 2015) with 429 firm-observations as shown in year 2013 was selected as the base year due to the fact that it is the first financial year following the introduction of the revised MCCG in 2012.
Variables measurement
The AEM has been predominantly used in previous studies as a major proxy of EM (Enomoto et al., 2015; Phillips, Pincus, & Rego, 2003; , particularly in Malaysia (Chandren, Ahmad, & Ali, 2015a) . In addition, Guay, Kothari, & Watts (1996) explained that managers use discretionary accruals (DA) to hide a firm's poor performance or due to temptation to jeopardize smoothness of yearly earnings. They found that the Jones Model (1991) and the MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) estimate DA that have the attributes of accruals resulting from management opportunism. Furthermore, their result is consistent with Dechow, Sloan, & Sweeney (1995) , who found that the MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) is the most powerful mechanism for detecting EM. Equally, other scholars have also found that the most common model is the MJM by Dechow et al. (1995 ) (García-Meca & Sánchez-Ballesta, 2009 Peasnell, Pope, & Young, 2005; Wu, Chen, & Lee, 2016) , which has been used in most studies (Kumari & Pattanayak, 2014; Maigoshi, Latif, & Kamardin, 2016; Moradi, Salehi, Bighi, & Najari, 2012) .
Therefore, this study used the MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) as the first measurement for EM. In addition, it also used the MJM by Kasznik (1999) as the second measurement, which is the extension of MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) . Kasznik (1999) included a change in operating cash flows as a variable that can explain more about the relationship with the total accruals. To determine the DA using MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) , the total accruals should be calculated using the following equation:
Where is the actual earnings before charging extraordinary items, while is the cash flow from operations. Moreover, the ordinary-least squares (OLS) cross-sectional analysis was run on all the industries and firm years (18 OLS multiple regressions for specific year and industry) to estimate the fitted values (coefficients of 0 , 1 , and 2 ) using the following model:
Where, −1 is total assets in the past year, ∆ is the revenue in year less year − 1, ∆ is the receivables in year less year − 1, is the gross property, plant and equipment in year and is the error term. Furthermore, the coefficients of (2) can be used in the following equation to calculate the non-discretionary accruals ( ) as:
Finally, can be determined by subtracting from the total accruals. Hence, the following equation can be used to achieve that:
Regading the second measurement, to determine the DA using the MJM by Kasznik (1999) , Kasznik (1999) 
Where, ∆ is the variation in cash flows from operations in the year t less year − 1 and the remaining variables are as previously defined. Thus, calculations of and in this model are the same as used in the MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) . Importantly, it shows that DA can either be income-decrease or income-increase. Thus, this study focused on the numbers that have been managed and absolute value of DA, to reflect the EM for each model, regardless of its direction, as used by previous studies 
Regression models
Panel data regression analysis was run to investigate the influence of ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE, on the absolute value of DA by using two proxies, i.e., MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) (hereafter referred to as ABSDA1) and Kasznik (1999) (thereafter referred to as ABSDA2). Following prior research, this study included control variables that may affect the likelihood of EM. First, control variables related to board mechanisms, i.e., independent directors (BIND), size (BSIZE) and meeting (BMEET). Second, control variables related to AC mechanisms, i.e., independent directors (ACIND), size (ACSIZE) and meeting (ACMEET). Third, control variables related to others CG mechanisms, i.e., ownership concentration (OWNC) and audit quality (BIG4). Fourth, control variables related to firm-specific characteristics, i.e., FSIZE, LEV and ROA. More details of these variables are provided in Table 2 . Thus, to investigate the influence of ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE on ABSDA, the following regressions were used respectively. Table 3 shows that the mean values of the ABSDA1 and ABSDA2 are slightly similar at 0.045 and 0.034, respectively. By comparing the ABSDA1 with other findings, it is lower than Hashim & Devi (2008) , where it is 0.152. However, it is slightly similar to Al-Rassas & Kamardin (2016), where it is 0.056. Regarding the other models used in previous studies, the mean value of ABSDA1 in this study is lower than ABSDA by using the Jones Model by Buniamin et al. (2012) , where it is 0.099, ABSDA by using Kothari et al. (2005) by Salleh, Hashim, & Mohamad (2012) , where it is 0.060 and ABSDA by using Kothari et al. (2005) by , where it is 0.065. However, the mean value of ABSDA1 in this study is similar to other models used by other studies, such as AbdulRahman & Ali (2006), where it is 0.047. For the descriptive result of the ABSDA2 in this study, it is lower than the result of Al-Rassas (2015) where it is 0.056 and Wan Ismail, Kamarudin, Zijl, & Dunstan (2013) where it is 0.618. In line with previous studies, such as Al-Rassas & Kamardin (2016) and Baatwah, Salleh, & Ahmad (2015) , this study carried out Winsorized extreme observations to reduce the extreme values of data by setting the values in the bottom and top 1%. Furthermore, Skewness and Kurtosis, as descriptive numerical methods, were used to test the normality of the individual variables. Table 3 shows that the dataset of individual variables has not seriously violated the normality assumption, where in general, the Skewness is not higher than the threshold of ±3 and Kurtosis is not much higher than the threshold of ±10 (Kline, 2015) . Moreover, Pearson correlation and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) were used to check the degree of collinearity or multicollinearity among the variables. Table 5 shows that there is no correlation among variables, except for ACBAE and ACDAE. Thus, the researchers separately examined the influence of each ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE on ABSDA1 as well as on ABSDA2. Regarding the multicollinearity issue, Table  6 shows that there is no multicollinearity issue.
Before running the Linear Random effects regression, the study used the "Hausman test" to decide between random or fixed effects regression, where it shows that random effects regression is preferred for all Models. Thus, the researchers ran random effect regressions with the robust function for all Models of ABSDA1 to solve the problem of heteroscedasticity and with cluster function for all Models of ABSDA2 to solve the problems of heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation. Table 7 shows the result of ABSDA1. There is evidence of a positive relationship between ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE and ABSDA1 (t=2.040, p<0.041), (t=2.510, p<0.012) and (t=2.290, p<0.022), respectively, all at 5%. Similarly, results of ABSDA2 in Table 8 show that ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE are positively associated with ABSDA2 at 10% (t=1.850, p<0.064), 1% (t=2.640, p<0.008) and 5% (t=2.450, p<0.014), respectively. The significantly positive effect of ACDAE on ABSDA1 and ABSDA2, is consistent with Mohammad et al. (2016) . However, it is inconsistent with other studies that have found an insignificant relationship (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006; Ishak et al., 2011; Mansor et al., 2013; Saleh et al., 2007) . Similarly, the significantly positive influence of ACCAE on ABSDA1 and ABSDA2 is consistent with Al-Rassas & Kamardin (2015), who found a significantly positive relationship between AC chairman who is a senior or former audit partner and ABSDA by using the MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) . However, it is inconsistent with Al-Rassas & Kamardin (2015) where they did not find a relationship by using the extended MJM by Yoon et al. (2006) . It also is inconsistent with Azni Suhaily (2010) who did not find a significant relationship between the AC chairman with either financial expertise or who is a former senior auditor and ABSDA using the MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) . Notes: 1. ABSDA1 is absolute value of DA using MJM by Dechow et al. (1995) . 2. ABSDA2 is absolute value of DA using MJM by Kasznik (1999) . 3. ACDAE is % of AC member with accounting expertise. 4. ACCAE is AC chair with accounting expertise. 5. ACBAE is "1 if AC chairman and at least one member of AC qualifies as an accounting expertise, and 0 otherwise." 6. BIND is % of board independent. This study provides evidence that the three proxies of accounting expertise in the AC are inconsistent with the agency and resource dependence theories. It is in line with the argument of Mohammad et al. (2016) that the Malaysian perspective contradicts the proposition of the agency theory. From the perspective of the agency theory, directors with accounting experience effectively monitor management. However, the results reveal that ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE are significantly related to high EM. Therefore, the result supports the theory of managerial hegemony, where it describes the directors as an ineffective mechanism due to the lack of independence of outside directors from the management (Kosnik, 1987) . Moreover, they may focus more on securing their board seat and benefits instead of monitoring management behavior (Kosnik, 1987) , especially, in firms with slightly positive earnings, such as the sample selected in the current study. This is because the directors may have two choices, either losing their job by correcting managers' behavior or going along with them to secure their board seat (Eisenberg, 1975) . This is true especially in developing countries where the insider directors in some cases are family members influencing the selection and role of the AC and its chairman. According to Kosnik (1987) , outside directors who are selected due to their relationship to insider directors are more likely to support the insider directors' decisions. Indeed, there is a need for regulators to revise the criteria for selecting the independent directors (Mohammad et al., 2016) , as the AC's effectiveness is significantly reduced due to the loyalty of the committee members to the family members who appoint them on corporate boards (Jaggi & Leung, 2007) . Thus, it seems that qualification, in some cases, increases the opportunity to engage in EM (Mohammad et al., 2016) .
Furthermore, the positively significant relationship between ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE with ABSDA1 or ABSDA2 found in this study may be due to the low number of AC members who possess accounting expertise in Malaysia (Ishak et al., 2011) , where most of them are appointed in more than one company. Consequently, AC members with financial expertise in Malaysia are busier than the non-financial experts, while the chairman of the AC is expectedly busier than other AC members (Jaafar, Wan-Hussin, & Bamahros, 2016) . This is true especially in countries with high family ownership, and the CEO is involved in the selection process of directors. Thus, directors who are busier are more likely to be appointed by the CEOs (Shivdasani & Yermack, 1999) . Thus, busy directors with financial expertise may have insufficient time and energy to effectively monitor the management (Elyasiani & Zhang, 2015) .
Regarding control variables presented in Tables 7 and 8 , the insignificant effect of BIND on ABSDA1 and ABSDA2 is in line with prior studies (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006; Abdullah & Nasir, 2004; Buniamin et al., 2012; Hashim & Devi, 2008; Ishak et al., 2011; Mohammad et al., 2016; Saleh et al., 2005) . Similarly, the insignificant influence of BSIZE on ABSDA1 and ABSDA2 also concurs with the findings of , Buniamin et al. (2012) , Hashim & Devi (2008) , Mansor et al. (2013) , Saleh et al. (2005) and Salleh & Haat (2013) . For the BMEET, the variable has a positively insignificant relationship with ABSDA1, which is in tandem with Hashim & Devi (2008) . However, BMEET has a positively significant relationship with ABSDA2 at the 10% level, which is in line with Mansor et al. (2013) .
Concerning the AC control variables, the ACIND's insignificant result found in this study is supported by the various studies carried out in Malaysia (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006; Abdullah & Nasir, 2004; Chandrasegaram et al., 2013; Mohammad et al., 2016) . ACSIZE has an insignificant relationship with ABSDA1 and ABSDA2, which is in line with the majority of studies in Malaysia Chandrasegaram et al., 2013; Saleh et al., 2007; Salleh & Haat, 2013; Salleh et al., 2012) . Similarly, there is no significant relationship between ACMEET and ABSDA1 or ABSDA2, which is in line with the majority of studies in Malaysia (Abdul-Rahman & Ali, 2006; Chandrasegaram et al., 2013; Mansor et al., 2013; Saleh et al., 2007) . Regarding the other CG control mechanisms, this study did not found a significant relationship between either OWNC or BIG4 with ABSDA1 or ABSDA2, which is in line with the previous studies in Malaysia (AbdulRahman & Ali, 2006; Mohammad et al., 2016) .
Regarding the firm-specific characteristics, FSIZE has a significantly negative relationship with ABSDA1 and ABSDA2. This result is in line with Abdul-Rahman & Ali (2006), Mansor et al. (2013) , Saleh et al. (2005) , Saleh et al. (2007) and Salleh et al. (2012) . It may be because large firms are seriously reviewed by the external capital markets and analysts compared to small firms (Park & Shin, 2004) . It is also found that LEV is positively and significantly related to ABSDA1 and ABSDA2. This positively significant result is consistent with previous studies (Al-Rassas & Kamardin, 2016; Saleh et al., 2005 Saleh et al., , 2007 Salleh & Haat, 2013; Salleh et al., 2012) . This is because companies that face financial difficulties attempt to report higher returns in order to hide their financial constraints (Campa, 2015; Park & Shin, 2004) . However, this study did not find a significant relationship between ROA and ABSDA1 or ABSDA2, which is in line with AbdulRahman & Ali (2006).
Robustness test
To test the robustness of the results, further analysis was conducted by using the OLS for the same regression Models. Table 9 shows the results of ABSDA1 and Table 10 shows the results of ABSDA2. The results seem to be similar to earlier findings (Tables 7 and 8 ). There is evidence of a positive relationship between ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE with ABSDA1 and ABSDA2 for all Models. Regarding control variables presented in Table 9 , the results are found to be similar with results in Table 7 , except the BMEET for the second and third Models, where it is found to be significantly related to ABSDA1. Regarding control variables presented in Table 10 , the variables have the same results as presented in Table 8 , except ACMEET, where it is found to be negatively related to ABSDA2.
Conclusions
The purpose of this study is to investigate the influence of accounting expertise in the AC by using three proxies: ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE, on the level of AEM by two proxies, the MJMs by Dechow et al. (1995) and Kasznik (1999) . The results of this study reveal that ACDAE, ACCAE and ACBAE have a significantly positive relationship with the level of AEM. It seems to be that CG mechanisms in Malaysia need to be more effective to reduce the extent of AEM. According to Abdullah, Ku Ismail, & Nachum (2016) ; Mohammad et al. (2016) , Malaysian firms' compliance to the CG code is not meant for effective monitoring; rather, it is for the purpose of fulfilling the compliance requirement.
Therefore, the findings of this study would be useful to potential investors, shareholders, policy-makers as well as other stockholders, in improving the role of CG mechanisms, particularly in countries with a high concentration of ownership. Lastly, the low number of firm-observations in this study is one of the limitations. It is suggested that future studies look into the other mechanisms of AC which really influence the effectiveness of the AC. In addition, it would be worthwhile for future studies to focus on REM proxies, because it has been shown that Malaysian companies are engaging in both -AEM and REM, especially after the adoption of the International financial reporting standards. In this regard, Wan Ismail et al. (2013) found that the absolute abnormal accruals value is significantly lower following IFRSs adoption.
